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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action mailed December 27, 2006, Applicants amended claims 
1 and 21 and canceled claim 6. Claims 1-5, 7-17, and 19-28 are pending in the application, of 
which claims 1, 21 and 28 are independent. Favorable reconsideration and further examination 
are requested. 

Claim 1 

Claims 1-5, 7-17, and 19-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Page ("The PageRank Citation Ranking: Bringing Order to the Web," 1998) or under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Page in view of Kyne (US Patent 6,615,237) and Minard 
(US Patent 6,247,020). As amended, claim 1 covers methods that include "parsing a URL 
associated with the first search result from the first search engine to extract a second search 
parameter for a second search engine, the second search engine being different from the first 
search engine. . ." None of Page, Kyne, and Minard, alone or in any proper combination, 
disclose or suggest the method of claim 1. 

Page describes a system that allows a user to query two search engines at the same time. 
( See, e.g. . Page, p. 9). As the Examiner concedes, Page does not teach determining the second 
search parameter by parsing a URL associated with the first search result from the first search 
engine to extract a second search parameter. (Office Action, p. 9). 

Kyne describes a system that initiates a search when a user inputs a text string in the 
address box of a browser that does not identify a valid URL address. (See, e.g. , Kyne, col. 2, 
lines 47-50). Kyne's system initiates a search by forwarding to a search engine the text string 
entered by the user . (See, e.g. , Kyne, col. 7, lines 14-22). Kyne does not disclose or suggest a 
first and a second search engine, much less parsing a URL associated with the first search result 
from the first search engine to extract a second search parameter for a second search engine. 

Minard describes a system for application development consisting of a navigation pane, a 
content pane, and a structure pane. (See, e.g., Minard, col. 3, lines 20-41). Minard does not 
disclose or suggest a first and a second search engine, much less parsing a URL associated with 
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the first search result from the first search engine to extract a second search parameter for a 
second search engine. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 1-5, 7-17, and 19-20 are believed to be 
patentable over Page, Kyne and Minard. 

Claim 21 

Claim 21 is an article of manufacture and roughly corresponds to claim 1. As amended, 
claim 21 is believed to be allowable for at least the reasons presented above. 

Claims 28 

Claim 28 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Page in view 
of Martin (Publication No. US 2004/0122808). Claim 28 covers methods that include parsing a 
URL associated with the first search result from the first search engine to extract a second search 
parameter for a second search engine and displaying a second search result in a second pane of 
the graphical user interface (GUI). As described above, Page and Martin, alone or in 
combination fail to disclose or suggest "parsing a URL associated with the first search result 
from the first search engine to extract a second search parameter for a second search engine." 

In addition, a person having ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to 
combine Page and Martin to achieve the method of claim 28. Page describes displaying search 
results from two search engines in a single GUI. (See, e.g. . Page, p. 9 and Figure 6). In 
contrast, Martin is directed to an advertising message delivery system that displays search engine 
results in separate GUIs. (See, e.g., Martin, p. 7, [0094]). Martin discloses a pop-under for 
displaying advertising material because such a pop-under minimizes interruptions to the user. 
(See, e.g., id.) . Martin's system would not work for its intended purpose of minimizing 
interruptions to the user if such a system were modified to include the single GUI described in 
Page. For at least this reason a person of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated 
to combine the teachings of Page and Martin. Accordingly, claim 28 is believed to be 
allowable. 
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Each of the dependent claims is also believed to define patentable features of the 
invention. Each dependent claim partakes of the novelty of its corresponding independent claim 
and, as such, has not been discussed specifically herein. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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